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Status 

1 )^ Responsive to communication(s) filed on 28 July 2006 . 
2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)[El This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Qt/ay/e, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 
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4) E3 Claim(s) 1-36 is/are pending in the application. 
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5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6® Claim(s) 1-25 is/are rejected. 
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Application Papers 
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3. D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
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DETAILED ACTION 



1 . This is a reply to the Applicants' response to the Restriction Requirement 1-25 is 
elected. 

For convenience in review and for clarity of the record of the file, part of the 
Restriction Requirement is being provided herewith: 



Election/Restrictions 

2. This application contains claims directed to the following patentably distinct 
species of the claimed invention: 

I. Claims 1-25, drawn to an outer mirror with build in antenna for an automobile, 
classified in class 343, subclass 712. 

n. Claims 26-33, drawn to a surrounding monitoring are device constructed with an 
outer mirror, classified in class 348, subclass 148. 

III. Claims 34-36, drawn to an automatic anti glare outer mirror, classified in class 
359, subclass 604. 

3. Applicant is required under 35 U.S.C. 121 to elect a single disclosed species for 
prosecution on the merits to which the claims shall be restricted if no generic claim is 
finally held to be allowable. Currently, no claims is generic. 

Applicant is advised that a reply to this requirement must include an identification 
of the species that is elected consonant with this requirement, and a listing of all claims 
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readable thereon, including any claims subsequently added. An argument that a claim 
is allowable or that all claims are generic is considered nonresponsive unless 
accompanied by an election. 

Upon the allowance of a generic claim, applicant will be entitled to consideration 
of claims to additional species which are written in dependent form or otherwise include 
all the limitations of an allowed generic claim as provided by 37 CFR 1.141. If claims 
are added after the election, applicant must indicate which are readable upon the 
elected species. MPEP § 809.02(a). 

Should applicant traverse on the ground that the species are not patentably distinct, 
applicant should submit evidence or identify such evidence now of record showing the 
species to be obvious variants or clearly admit on the record that this is the case. In 
either instance, if the examiner finds one of the inventions unpatentable over the prior 
art, the evidence or admission may be used in a rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) of the 
other invention. 

Response to Applicants' Election 

4. Applicant's election of Invention Group I including claims 1-25, in the reply filed 
on 07/28/2006 is acknowledged. Because applicant did not distinctly and specifically 
point out the supposed errors in the restriction requirement, the election has been 
treated as an election without traverse (MPEP § 818.03(a)). 
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This application contains claims 26-36 are drawn to an invention nonelected in 
Paper No. 07/28/2006. A complete reply to the final rejection must include cancellation 
of nonelected claims or other appropriate action (37 CFR 1 .144) See MPEP § 821 .01 . 
The requirement is still deemed proper and is therefore made FINAL. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 1 , 2-4, 9-1 2, 1 7-24, and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Knapp et al. (US 6.861 .942) in view of Matsuura et al. (US 
6,808,277). 

Regarding claim 1 , Knapp discloses an outer mirror system for an automobile, 
comprising: a mirror base attached to the side of the automobile and extending outward 
from the side of the automobile see Knapp (suggested in figures 1 and 1 1 ); and a mirror 
housing suspended underneath the mirror base in which an antenna is installed (see 
Knapp, figure 11 and column 6, lines 13-24). As indicated above, Knapp suggests the 
mirror base in the figures, but does not explicitly state that one is used. However, since 
the mirror is attached to the body of the automobile there must be some structure 
connecting the two elements. Similarly, figure 1 1 appears to the mirror (202) hanging 
down from the attachment to the automobile though Knapp does not explicitly state this. 
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Matsuura, in a similar system and environment, discloses a mirror (with an antenna) 
that is connected to the automobile with a support (base) (10 or 44 in the figures) and 
that the mirror and mirror housing (16 or 48 in the figures) are extending downward from 
the support (base). Therefore, to one of ordinary skill in the art it would have been 
obvious to combine the teachings of Knapp with Matsuura because Knapp appears to 
show this conventional type of structure for an external side-view mirror and Matsuura 
provides an example of this conventional structure. Further, both are for the use of an 
automobile mirror which has an antenna within it. Also, there is no disclosed criticality 
for having the mirror hanging down from the base as opposed to being supported from 
below by the base and the antenna system would function the same way. 

Regarding claim 2, Knapp does not explicitly disclose that the mirror base has a 
fixing means that can fix the antenna unit and can adjust a fixing angle of the antenna 
unit therein, most anyone who has driven a car and adjusted the mirrors is well aware 
that it is standard to have means in the mirror to allow it to be adjusted and positioned to 
a given position (Official Notice; see MPEP 2144.03). Further, it is noted that Matsuura 
shows (in a similar type of car mirror) mechanism for adjusting and positioning a mirror 
see Knapp (figure 4 and column 4, lines 1-40). Therefore, to one of ordinary skill in the 
art, it would have been obvious to include the standard adjusting and positioning means 
in Knapp because of the conventionality of this and it would allow a driver to position the 
mirror to allow him to best see outside the car. 

Regarding claims 3-4, Knapp discloses in figures 8-1 OB having electrical 
connectors between the antenna and the rest of the automobile. 
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Regarding claims 9-12, these claims claim that the mirror has a cover that is 
transmittable to radio waves. While the references do not explicitly state that the 
housing and body are a material that is transmittable to radio waves, they do state that 
the antenna is within the housing see (Knapp, column 6, lines 13-24). Therefore, it is at 
least obvious, if not inherent, that the housing for the antenna of Knapp be transmittable 
to the frequencies the antenna is designed to receive. If this were not the case, the 
antenna would not be able to properly function. 

Regarding claims 17-20, the same reasoning as for claims 9-16 applies, except 
that these claims recite that the housing is made of "infrared light transmittable 
material". While the references do not state the use of infrared signals, this is a known 
and conventional type of communication wavelength (e.g., remote controls). Clearly, if 
the antenna were intended to receive infrared signals (such as remotely controlling the 
mirror position or for remote entry (as in figure 15 of Knapp), the housing would need to 
be made of a material that is transmittable to infrared (Official Notice; see MPEP 
2144.03). The same reasons for obviousness as for claims 9-16 apply. 

Regarding claim 21-24, while the references do not explicitly state that the inner 
(back) surface of the mirror is "frost-painted", it is extremely conventional and standard 
to coat the back side of a piece of class to create a mirror (Official Notice; see MPEP 
2144.03), commonly using metals like silver. Therefore, since it is standard to coat the 
back of a mirror to make a mirror, one of ordinary skill in the art would have done so to 
make a mirror. 
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Regarding claim 25/1-24/4, 25/9-25/12, 25/17-25/24 , Knapp discloses that the 
mirrors are on both the driver and passenger sides of the car (24, 26). 

7. Claims 5-8, 13-16, and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Knapp et al. (US 6.861.942) in view of Matsuura et al. (US 
6,808,277) and further in view of Mitarai (US 6,078,294). 

Regarding claims 5-8, while the system of Knapp and Matsuura disclose the 
claimed mirror and antenna system, and it is used for certain wave bands, the 
references do not explicitly state that the antenna has the capability of receiving a plural 
radio wave bands. However, it is common to have antenna systems that can receive 
multiple bands. For example, Mitarai, which is also directed to an antenna in an 
externally mounted car mirror, discloses that the antenna system is capable of receiving 
plural wave bands see Mitatai (column 2, lines 6-58; various TV & GPS frequencies). 
To one of ordinary skill in the art, it would have been obvious to have the antenna 
system able to receive a plurality of wave bands as this increases the usefulness of the 
system and makes it more desirable to have. Also, it is well known to have systems be 
able to receive plural bands (like AM & FM). 

Regarding claims 13-16, these claims claim that the mirror has a cover that is 
transmittable to radio waves. While the references do not explicitly state that the 
housing and body are a material that is transmittable to radio waves, they do state that 
the antenna is within the housing see (Knapp, column 6, lines 13-24). Therefore, it is at 
least obvious, if not inherent, that the housing for the antenna of Knapp be transmittable 
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to the frequencies the antenna is designed to receive. If this were not the case, the 
antenna would not be able to properly function. 

Regarding claim 25/5-25/8, 25/13-25/16, Knapp discloses that the mirrors are on 
both the driver and passenger sides of the car (24, 26). 

Conclusion 

8. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Fuerst et al. (US 6,697,024 B2) disclose an exterior mirror with antenna. 

Kodama (US 6,690,329 B2) disclose a vehicle surroundings monitoring device. 
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Inquiries 



9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Huedung Mancuso whose telephone number is (571) 

272- 1939. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Timothy P. Callahan, can be reached on (571) 272-1740. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (571 ) 

273- 8300. 

4. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Huedung Mancuso 
Patent Examiner 




